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Abstract 
putation. Two dimensions of social 
capital are compared - the structural embeddedness (i.e. work relations) of a manager's network and the relational 
embeddedness (i.e., quality) of those relations. Based on a sample 28 managers are the richest managers in Turkey 
according to the Forbes 100, this paper presents evidence indicating that both elements of social capital influence 
managerial reputation, although in distinct ways. Structural embeddedness plays a stronger role in explaining family 
based reputation whereas relational embeddedness plays a stronger role in explaining individual reputation. This 
research considers exchanges of strategic resource within firms as key to value creating behaviors and contributes a 
deeper understanding of how social capital influences strategic resource supplyment.  
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1. Introduction 
The benefits of social relationships and networks that exist in modern societies on organizational life are often 
material, moral and social savings which people reach and collect individually. Although in defining social capital 
there are clear distinctions based on the level of analysis, a broad consensus is emerging that social capital is a 
valuable asset and that its value stems from the access to resources that it engenders through an actor's social 
relationships (Granovetter, 1985).  
 
The strategic benefits of social capital is important not only for the administrators but for the organizations as well. 
 the embedded relationships that administrators have and their social 
capital. Particularly in collective societies, the embedded relationships formed on the basis of trust relationships form 
the economic activities to a great extent. Our purpose in this study is to develop a classical structural configuration of a 
social capital which has been examined in various studies and is defined as the whole acquaintance relationships of an 
individual. We use social capital dimensions proposed by Nahapiet and Ghoshal (1998) and Moran (2005). These are 
structural embeddedness which means structural configuration of one's network and relational embeddedness which 
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means the quality of one's relationship network. Also we have tested the effect of both social capital aspects on family 
based reputation and individual reputation. 
 
2. Social Capital and Reputation of Organizational Actors 
 
There is a growing body of research in strategy that is coming to terms with the economic consequences of firms or 
their managers participating in strategic networks (Gulati, Nohria and Zaheer, 2000). More recently, research on joint 
ventures (Kogut, 1988), strategic supplier networks (Dyer and Singh, 1998), interfirm trust (Gulati, 1995), and 
network resources (Gulati, 1999) have examined interfirm relationships from a variety of theoretical perspectives, 
levels of analysis, and outcomes. Thus, Concurrent with the interest in interfirm relationships in the strategy literature 
is a growing interest in understanding how the social context in which firms or their managers are embedded 
influences their behavior and performance. 
 
Basic to this approach is the assumption that organizational actors are embedded within a network of relationships 
(Wasserman and Galaskiewicz, 1994). These ongoing social relationships provide the constraints and opportunities 
that, in combination with characteristics of individuals, issues, and organizations, may improve social capital of 
organizational actors. According to Bourdieu (1986), social capital represented an actual or potential 
resources which are linked to possession of a durable network . He stressed that access to social capital occurred via 
the development of durable relationships and networks of connections especially those among prestigious groups with 
considerable stocks of economic and cultural capital. Both Bourdieu (1986) and Coleman (1998) focused on 
individuals and their roles and relationships with other individuals within a network as their primary unit of analysis of 
social capital. The view that the actions of individuals and groups can be greatly facilitated by membership in specific 
social networks, specifically by their direct and indirect links to other actors in those networks, is most common 
among sociologists.  
 
In addition to Bourdieu (1986) and Coleman (1998), Granovetter (1973) indicates that behaviors among actors who 
are the representatives of the organization are embedded into the social networks established based on the relations, 
which is significant in ensuring trust in social life. Social embeddedness approach assumes that economic actors are 
embedded in social ties and cooperative networks (Uzzi and Lanchester, 2004). Thus, Granovetter (1985) defends that 
all market processes must be explained by sociological analysis. In other words, embeddedness approach has drawn 
 to the dynamics, 
 
  
Alongside this issue of the benefits and costs of having ties to others who are more or less acquainted, there is the 
second issue regarding the importance of the nature of those ties (Moran, 2005: 1131). That is, in comparison with 
network structure, to what extent does the quality of one's relationships matter? On the other side are a growing 
number of scholars who view the value of social capital as affected by more than the structure of one's ties (Moran, 
2005; Uzzi, 1997; Nahapiet and Ghoshal, 1998). Rooted in Granovetter's original conceptualization of embeddedness, 
this broader view makes explicit the distinction between what Granovetter (1985) labels structural and relational 
embeddedness  a distinction essentially between the configuration of one's network and the quality of those 
relationships (Moran, 2005).  
 
Nahapiet and Ghoshal (1998) define struct the impersonal configuration of linkages between 
. These include the presence or absence of network ties between actors, along with other structural 
features like connectivity, centrality and hierarchy (Moran, 2005). In contrast to the 'impersonal' nature of structural 
embeddedness, Nahapiet and Ghoshal (1998: 244) define relational embeddedness personal relationships 
people have developed with each other through a history of interactions . Key facets of relational embeddedness 
include interpersonal trust and trustworthiness, overlapping identities, and feelings of closeness or interpersonal 
solidarity (Moran, 2005). 
 
Thanks to differentiation of these two aspects of social capital, it would become easier to understand what kind of 
reputation the administrators have within the historical process. At this point our aim is to understand what social 
capital aspect the administrators with reputation obtained this reputation. Indeed, when the list showing the most 
famous administrators in the last decade is examined, we see that some administrators have shifted upwards while 
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some others always stay at the top together with their relatives with the same family name. Therefore, we predict that 
the sub-dimensions of social capital would provide more effect on explaining managerial reputation than the total of 
social capital.  
 
On the other hand, at a very general level, reputation is determined by the quality of the actor's previous efforts 
(Podolny and Phillips, 1996; Roberts and Dowling, 2002). In this study, we also define reputation as the prominence 
or eminence thanks to any personal trait of managers or organization. A growing body of research argues that good 
corporate reputations have strategic value for the firms or managers that possess them (Rumelt, 1987). A positive 
reputation is a strategic factor that can be employed to earn above-average profit (Dollinger, Golden and Saxton, 
1997). A firm's reputation influences trust, and that leads to alliances and other interorganizational relationships. 
Moreover, good managerial reputation is a valuable asset that allows a firm to achieve persistent profitability, or 
sustained superior financial performance. Thus, several studies confirm the expected benefits associated with good 
reputations (Roberts and Dowling, 2002). 
 
2. Managerial Reputation in Turkish Business System 
 
the types of 
business systems defined by Whitley (2000) 
generally try to form relationships with the people ruling the state for the purpose of getting information, source or 
support, forming embedded relationships among organizations may lose its meaning (Sargut  et al., 2007: 19 20).  
Indeed, the success of organizations will have a trend depending on their relationships with the members of the 
government and bureaucrats (Pfeffer and Salancik, 1978: 110). It would be necessary that organizations should know 
about the state bureaucracy well in order to reach sources and survive in business life and internalize this structure. As 
a result of this, rather than the level of education, skills and experience of the organizational actors, the level of social 
capital would become more important (Sargut et al., 2007: 20). 
 
Within the process from the first years of the Republic until 1980, the state ran the process of economic 
development and industrialization. At this period following the declaration of Republic, the raw materials and 
financial sources that markets would need was provided through the public corporations and banks established. The 
government business enterprises played a strategic role in economic development by providing raw materials to 
implemented; the state formed pressure and control over markets by means of public banks and public corporations 
and played an active role in selecting the entrepreneurs in the private sector and significant administrators were raised 
during this time the state had tried to create a class of entrepreneurs totally based on its preferences and under its 
control by isolating the country from external effects (Sargut et al., 2007: 22). Also, the state supported the attempts of 
some administrators in private sector, who had close relationships with the state, and had both become the direction 
determiner and supported the development of privileged actors 
reputation at that time were composed of the administrators of family holdings. The fact that these actors were in 
competition with each other and preferred to get closer only with the state led them to form embedded relationships 
that were connected to each other with weak links.  
 
However, after 1980, a new period has begun in Turkish economy when the state interventionist approach has 
changed and liberalization efforts have increased. As the state has started to withdraw its intervention over markets 
even relatively, a new class of administrators has emerged that represents the middle class in Anatolia. This new group 
of administrators have been in cooperation by forming organizational networks and increased their profitability and 
connected with each other with much stronger links compared to the first term. At this point, our main hypotheses 
were formed as follows:  
 
H1: Relational embeddedness plays a stronger role in explaining individual reputation. 
 
H2: Structural embeddedness plays a stronger role in explaining family based reputation. 
 
442   Erdem Kirkbesoglu /  Procedia - Social and Behavioral Sciences  99 ( 2013 )  439 – 445 
 
3. Methodology 
 
The sample of this study is comprised of 20 richest managers according to the Forbes 100 Turkey. We separate 
these managers into two groups. The first group is comprised of managers whose organization was founded before 
1980. On the other hand, the second group is comprised of managers whose organization was founded after 1980. 
Thus, while the first group represents the managers having a family based reputation, the other group represents the 
managers having reputation by themselves.  
 
The method of measurement used in this study is social network analysis and regression analysis. Network analysis 
is a method that defines the nature of communication links between individuals, groups or organizations and reveals 
the relationship network between these actors.  Relationship networks between the actors can both be composed of 
close connections such as friendship or kinship and also connections of innovation and production that develops as a 
result of the requirements of organizational life (Monge and Contractor, 2001). 
 
The reciprocal relationship of 28 actors is crucial to examine organizational and social networks of actors.  Thus we 
subtracted the reciprocal relationship from secondary data (such as newspapers, biographies, journals and some 
internet resources). Acquaintance relationships are turned into points and coded with social network analysis program 
UCINET 6.0. This program will test the hypothesis that will be formed.  
 
Dependent variable: The dependent variable of our study is managerial reputation explained by individual wealth. 
In this point, we coded the wealth values of Forbes 100 billionaire managers in Turkey.  
 
Independent variable: In this scope, in degrees, out degrees, strong ties, weak ties, betweenness, and closeness of 
networks will be examined with the help of UCINET. And impact of these variables on managerial reputation will be 
examined with regression analysis.  
 
Table 1. Typical Social Network Measures Asigned to Individual Actors 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Source: Brass, D. J. 1995. A social network perspective on human resource management. In K. M. Rowland & G. R. Ferris (Eds). Research in 
Personnel and Human Resource Management: Vol, 13: 39-79. Greenwich, CT: JAI Press. 
 
variables explain the relational embeddedness among 
riables also explain the structural embeddedness among managers. Because 
relational embeddedness variables represent the quality of embedded relationships. On the other hand, structural 
embeddedness variables only explain the presence of relationships. 
 
 
Variables Definition 
In-Degree Number of directional links to the actor from other actors (in-coming actors) 
Out-Degree Number of directional links from actor to other actors (out-going actors) 
Closeness Extent to which an actor is closed, or can easily reach all the other actors in the network. 
Usually measured by averaging the path distances (direct and indirect links) to all others. A 
direct link is counted as 1, indirect links receive proportionately less weight. 
Betweenness Extent to which an actor mediates, or falls between any other two actors on the shortest path 
between those actors. Usually averaged across all possible pairs in the network 
Strong Ties Strong ties cover the social relations and norms based on trust among individuals.  
Weak Ties Weak ties are the weak and rare market relations that operate without any humanly or social 
connection among the parties 
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4. Findings 
 
In order to examine the basic hypothesis, the intensity of the relationship in the groups must be sought. The 
centrality measurement degree of UCINET program provides the direct and indirect connection number of an actor 
with other actors. Table 2 reports the mean values of embeddedness dimensions for two managerial groups. 
 
Table 2. The Mean Values of Embeddedness Dimension for Two Groups 
 
 Relational Embeddedness Dimension Structural Embeddness Dimension 
In Degrees Strong Ties Betweenness Closeness Out Degrees Weak Ties 
Individual Reputation  205 206 124 77 205 29 
Family Based Reputation 126 129 11 67 126 55 
 
Table 3 reports the effects of social capital on managerial reputation. Model 1 examines the impact of relational 
dimensions of social capital on individual reputation (Hypothesis 1). In degrees, strong ties, betweenness and 
closeness exhibit significant effects (coeff. = -8.448, p < 0.05; coeff. = -4.227, p < 0.05; coeff. = -5.247, p < 0.05; 
coeff. = 18.257, p < 0.05) on individual reputation in the hypothesized direction.  Besides, Model 2 shows the impact 
of all dimensions of social capital on individual reputation. But we cannot see the significant effect on individual 
reputation and structural variables (out degree and weak ties) caused an insignificant of model.  
 
On the other hand, model 3 and 4 examine the impact of social capital dimensions on family based reputation. Out 
degrees and weak ties interestingly exhibit an insignificant effect on family based reputation contrast to our 
expectation in Model 3 (Hypothesis 2). Furthermore, all embeddedness variables cannot provide a significant 
relationship with family based reputation in Model 4. In brief, while all embeddedness variables do not support the 
relationship with family based reputation, relational embeddedness variables show a positive and significant 
relationship with individual reputation. 
 
Table 3. Regression of Managerial Reputation on Dimensions of Social Capital 
 
 Model 1 
Individual Reputation 
Coeff. (Sig.) 
Model 2 
Individual Reputation 
Coeff. (Sig.) 
Model 3 
Family Based Reputation 
Coeff. (Sig.) 
Model 4 
Family Based Reputation 
Coeff. (Sig.) 
In Degrees -8.448** 
(0.016) 
-8.389 
 
 0.282 
(0.929) 
Strong Ties -4.227** 
(0.015) 
 
 
 -1.400 
(0.643) 
Betweenness -5.247** 
(0.027) 
-4.926 
 
 0.192 
(0.209) 
Closeness 18.257** 
(0.017) 
17.574 
 
 0.781 
(0.383) 
Out Degrees  0.195 
 
0.078 
(0.814) 
0.085 
(0.929) 
Weak Ties  -4.105 
 
-0.160 
(0.627) 
-0.667 
(0.298) 
** p < 0.05 (two-tailed tests) 
 
5. Discussion and Conclusion 
 
Thanks to differentiation of two aspects of social capital, it would become easier to understand what kind of 
reputation the administrators have within the historical process. At this point our aim is to understand what social 
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capital aspect the administrators with reputation obtained this reputation. Our findings suggest that there needs to be 
greater recognition that social capital is indeed multifaceted. They also illustrate the need to distinguish and account 
for both its structural and relational dimensions. Not only is social capital important to managerial performance but the 
structural and relational dimensions of social capital has crucial effects. This study examines these effects within two 
managerial reputations: individual and family based. Therefore, we separate the dimensions of social capital and then 
we examine the effectiveness in two distinct groups having a reputation.  
 
Eventually, our findings support that relational embeddedness is more forceful in explaining an individual 
reputation. This suggests that in uncertain and potentially risky contexts being able to draw on well-established and 
faithful relationships is a highly valuable asset (Moran, 2005). This should also help to remind us that 'networking' and 
building social capital are not synonymous - for some activities it is vital to find the time to cultivate enduring, 
intimate ties (Moran, 2005). Consequently, this study strengthens but also explains the multifaceted nature of social 
capital. 
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